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ABSTRACT 

This study, an evaluation component of the Mathematics 
English Technology Education Resources (METER) project, examined student 
teachers' and cooperating teachers' perceptions of the Secondary Teacher 
Education Program redesign at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign . 
METER was part of the Illinois Professional Learners’ Partnership (IPLP) a 
federally funded 5-year program to improve the quality of teacher education 
programs. This study examined four of nine key focus areas of IPLP: teaching 
diverse student populations, content area knowledge, clinical experience, and 
technology integration. It focused on students' satisfaction with program 
components, cooperating teachers' perceptions of the program, and how the 
program responded to students' needs. Data were collected via program 
feedback forms, and results were organized by content area, student cohort, 
semester of enrollment, and common themes. Data analysis indicated that 
students' and cooperating teachers' perceptions of the program were 
inconsistent across content areas. There was evidence that the program 
responded to student needs. Students perceived program improvement in some 
areas but program decline in other areas. An appendix presents data on the 
percentage of students whose comments were significant themes. (SM) 
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Students’ and Cooperating Teachers’ Perceptions of 
the Secondary Teacher Education Program* 

(Listed in AERA 2003 as: Student Perception of the Program as Springboard) 

Yu-Lu Hsiung, Bridget Arvold, Nancy Johnson, Patricia Wojtowicz 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

Description and Significance of the Study 

The Students’ and Cooperating Teachers’ Perceptions of the Secondary Teacher 
Education Program research study, one of the evaluation components of the Mathematics 
English Technology Education Resources (METER) project, investigated the students’ and 
cooperating teachers’ perceptions of the Secondary Teacher Education Program redesign at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. METER was a part of the Illinois Professional 
Learners’ Partnership (IPLP), a federally funded 5-year program designed to improve the quality 
of teacher education programs. This study was related to four of the nine key focus areas of 
IPLP: teaching a diverse student population, content area knowledge, clinical experience, and 
integration of technology. 

The development of this program evaluation was based on three research questions: (a) 
What are the students’ satisfaction levels with the program components? (b) How is the program 
perceived by cooperating teachers? And (c) how did the program respond to the students’ needs? 

Description of the Secondary Teacher Education Program 

The Secondary Teacher Education Program consists of course work as shown in Table 1. 



Semester One (301) 


C&I 301 Introduction to Teaching in a Diverse Society 
EOL 305 Legal and Professional Issues for Teachers 

C&I 235 Content Area Applications of Educational Technology (for English and 
Science students) 

40 contact hours of field experiences 


Semester Two (302) 


C&I 302 Teaching Diverse Middle Grade Students 

SPED 205 Introduction to Serving Students with Special Needs 

EDPSY 320 Early Adolescent Development 

C&I 235 Content Area Applications of Educational Technology (for Mathematics and 
Social Studies students) 

30 contact hours of field experiences 


Semester Three (303) 


C&I 303 Teaching Diverse Senior High School Students 
EDPSY 391 Assessment Issues for Classroom Teachers 
SPED 305 Teaching Students with Special Needs in the Classroom 
30 contact hours field experiences 


Semester Four (304) 


C&I 304 Teaching and Assessing Secondary School Students 
EDPR 242 Student Teaching 



Table 1. Sequence of course work. 



* This material is based upon work supported by the Department of Education under Grant No.P336990042-00A. 
The government has certain rights in this material. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations 
expressed in this material are those of the aythor(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of 
Education. 




3 



Perception of the Program 2 



The students who enter the program in the same year are in one cohort and go through the 
same sequence of courses and requirements together. Since a new cohort enters the program 
every year, one cohort’s 301 and the other cohort’s 303 semesters occur simultaneously, as do 
the respective 302 and 304 semesters. 

During the first three semesters, students observe in different educational settings to gain 
field experiences. The 304 semester is when student teaching takes place. Each student is 
assigned two placements, one in a middle school and one in a high school, each for 
approximately seven weeks. 

Instrumentation 

Three instruments were used to collect feedback on the program: 1) Secondary Teacher 
Education Program Feedback Form, 2) Secondary Teacher Education Program Student Teacher 
Evaluation Form, and 3) Secondary Teacher Education Program Cooperating Teacher Evaluation 
Form. The Feedback Form was distributed at the end of the 301, 302, and 303 semesters in all 
content areas beginning with the Fall semester of 1998. The only exception was the 302 semester 
(Spring 1 999) in English when the forms were not distributed. 

The Secondary Teacher Education Program Feedback Form consisted of questions about 
each of the courses and field experiences for a particular semester. Students were also asked to 
describe the most helpful aspects of the program and to make recommendations for the program. 
The Secondary Teacher Education Program Student Teacher Evaluation Form consisted of 
questions about the high school placement, the middle school placement, the communication 
with cooperating teachers, the methods course, and the overall teacher education program. The 
Secondary Teacher Education Program Cooperating Teacher Evaluation Form consisted of 
questions about the student teacher’s strengths, improvement areas, communication with 
methods course instructor, communication with supervisor, and recommendation for the teacher 
education program. 

The forms were developed prior to the METER project. When the METER project began, 
the surveys served as data collection tools for the program evaluation. The Feedback Form had 
undergone several changes during the project. First, when the faculty and staff originally 
designed the forms, the intention was to use them as a feedback tool for the course instructors. 
Thus, in the semesters when the students took the special education course and educational 
psychology course, the forms included those two courses in the questions. These questions were 
not present in the forms distributed in the 301 semester. Second, the question related to the 
technology course was deleted from the survey after two semesters because the instructor of the 
course withdrew from the research study. Third, the format of the forms changed after Spring 
2000. Prior to the change, the questions about each course were in an open-ended format with a 
general recommendation section at the end. The new forms had the similar questions but 
required the students to write one thing they liked and one thing they wanted to see improved 
about the courses. Again, a general recommendation section was placed under each question. 
Although the answers collected from the new forms were shorter and not as rich as the answers 
obtained from the old forms, the change was necessary to ensure that the students would 
comment on the positive and negative aspects of the program. The inconsistency in the forms 
had the disadvantages of making the interpretation of the data more difficult; however, the 
different questions and formats produced valuable data that would not have been collected if the 
forms had been more consistent. 
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Subjects and Data Collection 

The participants in this study comprised two cohorts of students enrolled in the 
Secondary Teacher Education Program. The first cohort, labeled as Cohort A, began in Fall 1998 
and ended in Spring 2000; Cohort B began in Fall 1999 and ended in Spring 2001. The number 
of evaluation forms collected varied from semester to semester because not all students returned 
the form. Table 2 presents the number of surveys collected for each semester in each content 
area. 





Cohort A 


Cohort B 




Fall 98 

(301) 


Spring 99 

(302) 


Fall 99 
(303) 


Spring 00 
(304) 


Spring 00 
(Coop) 


Fall 99 
(301) 


Spring 00 
(302) 


Fall 00 
(303) 


Spring 01 
(304) 


Spring 01 
(Coop) 


Math 


31 


25 


29 


22 


29 


16 


16 


10 


15 


10 


English 


45 


none 


46 


44 


47 


40 


39 


40 


39 


25 


Social 

Studies 


27 


26 


24 


19 


27 


24 


30 


20 


25 


20 


Science 


16"' 


18 


19 


18 


29 


18 


21 


22 


22 


14 



Table 2 . Number of surveys collected in each semester. 



Methods of Analysis 



The comments of the students were organized according to the content area, the cohort, 
the semester of enrollment, and common themes. The survey results are compiled into one 
documents for each semester and each cohort. Initially the codes were derived from the IPLP key 
focus areas such as diversity and technology, but these categories soon became insufficient 
because students’ commented on the more detailed aspects of the program such as time 
scheduling problems. Thus a code was assigned for each comment that would capture the main 
idea of it. Then, similar codes were combined. For example, inconvenient class time blocks and 
long class period were combined into the category schedule. Each code was attached with a plus 
sign (+) or a minus sign (-) to mark whether the comments were positive or negative. Table 3 
includes some examples of codes. After each comment is coded, percentages were calculated to 
show how many participants contributed to each theme. The patterns were compared to the 



Code 


Theme 


Example 


#meet- 


number of class meetings 


The class only met once. 


div- 


diversity 


The placement school did not have diverse student 
population. 


e+ 


overall experience 


The field experience was very good. 


goal+ 


goals of the course 


The goals were accomplished. 


inst+ 


Instructor 


Prof. X is excellent. 


org- 


organized 


The program is unorganized. 


wefcri- 


Web project 


Making the web page was helpful. 


work- 


workload 


Too much reading. 



Table 3. Examples of codes used in the analysis. 



The data were analyzed in two stages. First, data from both cohorts under each content 
area were coded. Second, a chart similar to the ones in Appendix A was used to organize the 
information drawn from each content area’s data. A similar chart was also used to organize the 
student teaching evaluation data and the cooperating teacher evaluation data. Third, the d at a 
from the four content areas were compared to find themes and patterns. Any theme that was 
made by at least 20% of the participants was considered an important theme. 
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Findings 

The students’ responses were categorized by three areas: teaching a diverse student 
population, clinical experiences, and technology. To evaluate students’ content area knowledge, 
we used the data collected from the cooperating teachers. In this section of the report we first list 
the major themes from each content area before presenting an aggregated list of themes that were 
found in at least half of the four content areas. The themes are presented in Appendix A. The 
themes related to technology were not trends or patterns because the question on technology 
courses were not in the surveys for Cohort B. Therefore, we present the technology-related 
themes after the aggregated themes. 

Mathematics 

Teaching a diverse student population. Two themes were prominent for the Mathematics 
students. Initially, the goals for the methods course (Introduction to Teaching in a Diverse 
Society) were unclear to many students (26%). This number decreased in the next three 
semesters to a zero percent. In addition, Cohort B made more positive comments, compared to 
Cohort A, on how the methods courses helped them become reflective teachers. “The methods 
courses really taught me how to think about teaching. I learned how to take into account every 
little factor when creating a lesson.” 

Clinical experiences. The number of positive comments about field experience declined 
prior to student teaching. In the first semester, 29% of Cohort A gave positive comments about 
the field experiences, 24% students in the next semester, and only 10% in the third semester. In 
the student teaching semester, 36% of the students made positive comments about their field 
experiences. The same trend was true for Cohort B; the percentages of positive comments 
decreased from 31% to 31% to 0% but increased to 80% (middle school) and 40% (high school) 
during student teaching. 

Another themes was that the students in Cohort B perceived their clinical experience as 
substandard because they were placed in classrooms that did not match their content area. This 
problem was not reported by Cohort A. “Well, considering we (myself and a fellow student) 
were not placed with a math instructor, our ‘understandings of school teaching and learning of 
our content area’ could not readily be enhanced.” “While I was there, I observed one-half hour of 
math classes. The rest was reading, study hall, etc. My teacher was very nice and [name] helped 
me with it, but it is a joke that I can’t see a math class. Whoever did the placements did an awful 
job.” 

In addition to placement match, the characteristics of their mentors or cooperating 
teachers were also perceived as part of the field experiences’ quality. “I had a great experience. 
My cooperating teacher and supervisor were both very helpful.” “My cooperating teacher was 
wonderful to work with — full of ideas and insight (after 4 years!), flexible, and wanting to be of 
assistance, available.” “Mentor teacher didn’t care. Wasn’t helpfiil at all.” 

Having a sense of being accepted by the school community was important for the student 
teachers in both middle and high school placements for both cohorts, but there were more 
comments on this from Cohort B (60% and 40% versus 18% and 18%). Overall, Cohort B 
reported a better student teaching experience than Cohort A did. 
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Content area preparation. The cooperating teachers listed content area knowledge as an 
area of strength of the student teachers in both cohorts (72% and 70%). They also listed lesson 
planning as an area of strength (3 1 % and 30%). 

English 



Teaching a diverse student population. Only Cohort A in the 301 semester responded 
positively (24% of the students) on the methods course’s effort to prepare them to teach a diverse 
population. “I have began to develop new ideas on diversity that I didn’t consider before.” My 
eyes have been opened to our world as a group of diverse individuals, and the classroom needs to 
treat it as this. This is a goal that was successfully achieved in C&I 301 .” For the other semesters 
and for Cohort B, the percentage of students commenting positively was lower (the highest being 
10 %). 

Cohort B perceived the course on teaching diverse students as practical in the 302 and 
303 semesters while Cohort A did not. Twenty-eight percent of Cohort B commented positively 
about the practicality of the course compared to Cohort A’s 7%. 

Clinical experiences. The number of positive comments about field experience declined 
prior to student teaching. In the first semester, 42% of students gave positive comments about the 
field experiences, but only 24% in the third semester. In the student teaching semester, 55% of 
the students made positive comments about their middle school student teaching and 47% about 
their high school student teaching. The same trend was true for Cohort B; the percentages of 
positive comments decreased from 20% to 10% to 3%, but increased to 72% (middle school) and 
56% (high school) during student teaching. 

In the 301 semester, Cohort B described their clinical experiences as helpful in a practical 
way while Cohort A made more comments on how they learned from their field experiences. 
“This is the only valuable part of the class as it allowed me to gain practical knowledge but 
teaching.” -A student in Cohort B. “Wow... I learned so much. I don’t want to get into it, but it 
has been a great learning experience.” —A student in Cohort A. 

One negative theme from Cohort B in the 303 semester was that the scheduling of the 
field placements was inconvenient for 23% of the students. “Working around our class schedule. 
We are always late to observations or late to education classes.” 

Having a good cooperating teacher and a sense of being accepted by the school 
community was important for the student teachers. For example, 68% of Cohort B’s high school 
student teachers commented on their cooperating teachers. Cohort B mentioned the quality of 
their cooperating teachers more than Cohort A did (68% vs. 23%). “[Name] was an excellent 
cooperating teacher. I really enjoyed her aid in forming structure in the classroom. She provides 
great feedback and supports open communication.” -A student teacher in Cohort B. 

Content area preparation. Fifty-five percent of Cohort A’s cooperating teachers listed 
content area knowledge as strength of the student teachers as did 52% of Cohort B’s. Content 
area knowledge weaknesses listed were grammar and writing, more so in Cohort A than Cohort 
B (27% vs. 16%). 

Social Studies 

Teaching a diverse student population. In the Secondary Teacher Education Program 
Student Teacher Evaluation Form, 26% of Cohort A and 32% of Cohort B student teachers 
commented on the positive learning experiences in their method courses. 
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Clinical experiences. The number of positive comments about field experience declined 
prior to student teaching. In the first semester, 44% of students gave positive comments about the 
field experiences, 19% in the 302 semester, and 17% in the third semester. In the student 
teaching semester, 47% of the students made positive comments about their middle school 
student teaching and 37% about their high school student teaching. The same trend was true for 
Cohort B; the percentages of positive comments decreased from 29% to 13% to 0%, but 
increased to 52% (middle school) and 40% (high school) during student teaching. 

Both cohorts — Cohort B more so than Cohort A — expressed dissatisfaction about the 
mismatch of field experience placement to their content area. The problem was present in the 
301 and the 302 semesters and not in the 303 or 304 semesters. Cohort B also complained more 
than Cohort A about time and scheduling problems, especially in the 302 semester (30%). 

Having a good cooperating teacher and a sense of being accepted by the school 
community was important for the student teachers. For example, 20% of Cohort B high school 
student teachers commented positively on their cooperating teachers, while another 20% 
commented negatively on their cooperating teachers. “Another great placement. I had a good 
cooperating teacher. The staff there was great. They were supportive, personable, and very 
helpful.” “The school was wonderful, but my cooperating teacher made the experience a 
negative one.” 

Content area preparation. Forty-one percent of Cohort A’s cooperating teachers listed 
content area knowledge as strength of the student teachers as did 35% of Cohort B’s. 

Science 



Teaching a diverse student population. There was a decreasing trend of negative 
comments about the course on teaching diverse students. The percentage decreased to a 0% in 
the 304 semester for both cohorts. The same was true for negative perceptions of unclear course 
goals. By the end of the 304 semester, both cohorts had 0% students commenting negatively 
about the course goals being unclear. 

Clinical experiences. The number of positive comments about field experience declined 
prior to student teaching. In the first semester, 38% of students gave positive comments about the 
field experiences, 33% in the 302 semester, and 3 1% in the third semester. In the student 
teaching semester, 39% of the students made positive comments about their middle school 
student teaching and 83% about their high school student teaching. The trend was more 
prominent for Cohort B; the percentages of positive comments decreased from 50% to 19% to 
0%, but increased to 55% (middle school) and 14% (high school) during student teaching. 

A second theme related to clinical experience was that Cohort B had more complaints 
about placement mismatches to their content area than Cohort A. In the 302 semester, 48% of 
Cohort B commented on the problem of placement mismatch. 

More students in Cohort A than Cohort B perceived that they learned from their field 
experiences, although in both cohorts the number of positive comments had a decreasing trend. 
Cohort A’s percentage of students who made positive comments decreased from 56% (301) to 
22% (302), 1 1% (303), and 0% (304). Cohort B’s percentage decreased from 11% (301) to 10% 
(302), 9% (303), and 0% (304). However, 14% of Cohort B’s middle school student teachers 
commented positively on the learning experience in their placement. 

During student teaching, 83% of Cohort A compared to only 14% of Cohort B, was 
satisfied with their high school placement. But 55% Cohort B was satisfied, compared to a 39% 
of Cohort A, with the middle school placement. Having a good cooperating teacher was 
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important for the student teachers of both cohorts. However, more student teachers in Cohort B 
reported having a sense of being accepted by the school community was important compared to 
the student teachers in Cohort A. “[School] was positive and exciting. Teachers were helpful, 
administration and building was accommodating.” 

Content area preparation. Sixty-six percent of Cohort A’s cooperating teachers listed 
content area knowledge as strength of the student teachers as did 93% of Cohort B’s. 

Across Content areas 

Teaching a diverse student population. Students’ perceptions on the program’s effort to 
teach them about diversity were inconsistent. The perceptions varied across content areas. For 
example, for Mathematics, the student teachers of Cohort B commented positively about the 
diversity methods course. For English, the positive perceptions was consistent for both cohorts. 
For Social Studies, only the student teachers did not comment directly about diversity, rather 
they commented on the overall quality of the methods courses. For Science, the students 
commented negatively about the diversity methods course. 

Content area preparation. Cooperating teachers consistently listed content area 
preparation as the student teachers’ strength. The percentage of teachers varied from content area 
to content area, with Science being the group with the highest percentage of cooperating teachers 
listing this area of strength. The only place where content area knowledge was listed as a 
weakness was among the English student teachers, in the topics of grammar and writing. 

Clinical experiences. Generally, the students perceived the field experiences as a valuable 
learning conduit. The pattern of fluctuating enthusiasm for field experiences was common in all 
four content areas. Placements mismatched to the students’ content area were a problem common 
to all content areas except English. Such mismatched placements affected negatively the 
students’ perception of their placement. In all content areas, quality of mentors and cooperating 
teachers was a strong factor in student perception of the placements. Mathematics and Social 
Studies were the two content areas where the quality of mentors or cooperating teachers was 
perceived as negative. Having a sense of being accepted by the school community in field 
placements was also important for all four content area students. 

Technology 

Although technology related perceptions were collected only in two semesters, the data 
were included in this report to illustrate one major theme that the students perceived: the 
inconsistency within the Secondary Teacher Education Program. The following themes show 
that there is little similarity among the students’ perceptions from the four content areas. The 
students’ perceptions of the technology component of the program did not follow a pattern. Each 
content area and cohort had different appreciation and complaints about the course. 

Mathematics. In 302, the students made a large number of complaints on the software 
program TEBase (32%). However, the same group of students listed technology as one of the 
most helpful aspect of the program, more so than the field experience (1 1 vs. 7 comments, which 
is 44% vs. 28% of students). Twenty-six percent of students thought the wide variety of 
technology used was valuable. “I enjoyed learning the various technological devices, but didn’t 
get too much use out of TE Base.” 
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English. The students made positive comments about the amount of learning (20% of 
students), the web page project (29%), and the Webboard discussion (16%). Twenty-five 
percent of the students said that the technology component was well integrated within the 
methods course. “Yes! I can’t believe I have a web page! [Name] was very helpful and very 
available to us. Webboard was great for me too.” 

Social Studies. Cohort A found the technology component to be very frustrating for both 
301 and 302 semesters, with a total of 39 negative and only 9 positive comments and 38 negative 
and 10 positive comments respectively. “This strand was horribly done. Too many assumptions 
were made about prior computer knowledge & most of the assignments were impossible to 
complete because something was messed up in the lab or the instructions. It turned out to be a 
huge hassle with little reward. Moreover, I don’t have time to spend at the lab when I have an 
EOL paper, observations, and a C&I paper too. Take it easy on us!” 

Science. Technology was perceived as poor in 301 (9 positive comments and 17 negative 
comments) to very poor in 302 (no positive comments and 17 negative comments). The type of 
complaints concentrated instructional delivery and organization in 301 and organization and 
learning of technology in 302. “I don’t understand what needs to be done. I would like 
instruction instead of self learning when it comes to computers and technology.” “We did 
integrate technology, but nothing new really, because there was no technology person present or 
really teach us anything and follow through with it.” 

In summary, all content areas’ perceptions of the technology strand were different. 

The students’ comments contained other themes that were not classified under the key 
focus areas. First, the students’ perceptions of the program were associated with their perception 
of the quality of their instructors. For example, when the Science students evaluated the course 
Teaching Students with Special Needs in the Classroom, 42% of Cohort A and 73% of Cohort B 
commented largely on the excellent quality of the instructor and little about the course itself. 

“Mr. [Name] is the best teacher in the education program! He knows what he is talking about, 
has experience as a teacher, and is caring. A great teacher.” 

Second, stranding courses was perceived as unorganized and was not well received. A 
stranded course had its total number of hours distributed in several semesters. The students 
registered for a course and completed a small portion of it in the subsequent semesters. The 
course instructors met with the students for only a few hours each semester. Many students 
perceived this system confusing due to not being able to keep track of the courses. For example, 
21% of Cohort A of Mathematics students in 303 stated the meeting times were too short or were 
not aware that they had meetings. “We only met once this semester” “Did we even meet?” 
Organization problems accompanied the strand system was obvious in the beginning of the 
program redesign. Twenty-nine percent of Math Cohort A requested more organization. “More 
organization! There are lots of good intentions going on here, but some stuff didn’t seem to work 
or be that clear. I understand that this is a new thing, but the bugs need to be worked out more 
quickly.” 

Third, the students perceived an inconsistent workload across the different content areas. 
Cohort B English students in 303 complained about workload more than any other groups of 
students. Eighty-eight percent of the students perceived they were given too much work ‘The 
workload is tremendous. It made it hard to focus in on what was actually being taught.” 

Discussion 
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We present the common themes across all the content areas in this section, as it is the 
whole program and not the individual disciplinary areas that we are interested in evaluating. 

Inconsistency in Diversity Preparation 

An underlying issue in students’ perceptions of the program is the practice of academic 
freedom, an important aspect of the university’s culture. While the program is designed with the 
intention of providing consistent quality preparation for teachers, it also must allow the faculty 
the freedom to teach as it sees fit, within some general guidelines. In many students’ responses 
the instructor was the one who was being evaluated rather than the program. Perhaps because of 
differing philosophies or perceptions of the relevance of diversity in a particular content area, not 
every instructor placed equal weight or used a similar approach on the topic of diversity. This 
difference resulted in a variance among students’ perceptions of the program’s effectiveness in 
preparing them to teach a diverse population. With such variety of teaching practices, it was 
difficult to find a pattern in the effectiveness of the program. The balance between program 
consistency and academic freedom is a dilemma that the program has yet to resolve. 

Consistent Content Area Knowledge 

The Secondary Teacher Education Program is selective in the admission process. Only 
the students with top grades in their content area major are considered for admission to the 
program. This policy ensures that the graduates are not only prepared in their teaching skills, but 
also in their knowledge of the subject matters. 

Fluctuation of Field Experience Enthusiasm 

Some of the themes could not be explained by the program’s structure alone. For 
example, in every cohort, students’ perception of the value of the field experiences became less 
positive every semester prior to the student teaching. This was possibly due to their becoming 
accustomed to observing in classrooms and not because the placements were consistently worse 
every semester. When they student taught, the new sense of ownership and the opportunity to 
actually teach increased their enthusiasm about their clinical experiences. 

Placement Mismatch 

We speculate that some factors outside the scope of this study might have also influenced 
students’ perception of the program. For example, although the program had difficulty in 
placing both cohorts in the requested content area classrooms due to the limited number of 
schools available in the area. Cohort B complained more about placement mismatch than Cohort 
A. The data collected for this study did not contain information for explaining this difference. 
Each group of students has its own characteristics and unique group dynamics. An appreciation 
of this phenomenon would be critical to an accurate evaluation of the program. 

Quality of Mentors or Cooperating Teachers 

Students’ perceptions of their field experiences were associated with their perception of 
the quality of the mentors and the cooperating teachers. However, this association was not clear 
from the students’ input. For example, a student who had an unsatisfactory mentor believed that 
she learned very much by observing how not to teach, while another student perceived her 
unsatisfactory mentor is the cause of her not learning from the field experience. Nevertheless, 
when the surveys asked for comments on the field experience, a large number of students chose 
to include information on their mentors or cooperating teachers, implying that these teachers 
were important aspects of their field experiences. 

Sense of Being Accepted by the School Community 

The students’ perceptions of field experience were also associated with how they felt as a 
member in the school where field experience took place. Many students concluded that the 
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experience was positive because the school was welcoming, the staff was helpful, or the team 
was collaborative. On the contrary, students who mentioned cold attitudes from the staff, 
political conflicts in the school, or controlling staff or administrators perceived their field 
experiences as less positive. 

Program Response to Student Feedback 

The Secondary Teacher Education Program has been striving to prepare the students as 
future teachers. The students’ perceptions were constantly being evaluated, and changes were 
implemented accordingly. For example, one of the students’ perceptions was that stranded 
courses were confusing. After evaluating the situation, the program decided that stranding was 
not a practical system. The program had converted all courses to be stand-alone. Another 
example of program response is in the technology course. The software TEBase which was 
perceived as unhelpful, is no longer in use, while the components that the students perceived as 
useful and meaningful such as the web page projects and the Webboard discussions were 
retained. A third example is the program’s response to students’ request for more organization. 
As mentioned above, many students requested that the program be more organized. By the end 
of 302 semester of Cohort B, only one person made this request. 

The evolution of the program affects how the students perceived the program, but not in a 
uniform fashion. The students’ perception of the program changed from semester to semester, 
across content areas, and between the cohorts. We speculate that students’ perception varied 
largely due to change in the social-cultural context of the program such as the structure of the 
program, the relationship among the students and the instructors, the resources available for 
accommodating student needs, the instructors, etc. For example, cohort A and cohort B had 
different instructors for their methods courses. This difference may account for the difference in 
the actual learning experiences that the cohorts had, and/or it may account for the difference in 
their perceptions of these experiences. Students’ perceptions also varied because they evaluate 
the program through some lenses, such as their cultural background, expectation of the program, 
attitude towards the subject matters and teaching, and other factors. 

Conclusion 

The study showed that the students and cooperating teachers’ perceptions of the 
Secondary Teacher Education Program were inconsistent across content areas. There were 
evidences that the program responded to student needs. Students perceived program 
improvement in some areas. In other areas, the reverse was perceived. However, due to many 
factors out of the scope of this study, we cannot conclude how these perception patterns were 
formed. Relevant questions surfaced from this study include (a) What is the nature of instructor 
and program consistencies? (b) Why do cross-cohort and cross-content area differences exist? 
And (c) will the students’ perception of the program change after they graduate and start their 
teaching career? 

As this study only focused on students’ and cooperating teachers’ perceptions, many 
other aspects of the program were not addressed, for example, the program faculty’ s and college 
administration’s perceptions. We need a more systematic evaluation of the whole program’s 
responsiveness to students’ needs. A longitudinal study that tracks the students who participated 
in the study will help us understand better the effectiveness of this program in preparing teachers 
for high-need schools. 
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Appendix A 

Percentage of Students whose Comments were Significant Themes 
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